38.    Durga Prasad executed a promissory note in favour of
Lakshmana Rao for a sum of Rs. 50,0007- having borrowed the
said sum for his business. Durga Prasad was having one big
building. He did not repay the amount within the time promised
by him. On the other hand, he was making attempts and also
taking steps to transfer the building in the name of his wife with
intent to delay the payment of the amount due under the promissory
note to Lakshmana Rao. He was also taking steps to leave India
by taking a passport and was also purchasing air tickets to go to
Arabian countries. Lakshmana Rao came to know of the intention
of Durga Prasad. What can he do to get the amount due from
Durga Prasad?

* Under Order 38 Rule 1, C.P.C., where at any stage of the suit
the court is satisfied by affidavit or otherwise that the defendant
with intent to delay the plaintiff or to avoid any process of the
court or to obstruct or delay the execution of any decree that
may be passed against him or is about to abscond or leave the
local limits of the jurisdiction of the court or has disposed of
or removed from the local limits of the jurisdiction of the
court his property, the court may issue a warrant to arrest the
defendant and bring him before the court to show cause why
he should not furnish security for his appearance. Further,
under Rule 5 of Order 38, C.P.C., where, at any stage of the
suit, the court is satisfied by affidavit or otherwise, that the
defendant with intent to obstruct or delay the execution of any
decree that may be passed against him is about to dispose of
the whole or any part of his property or is about to remove the
whole or any part of his property from the local limits of the
jurisdiction of the court, the court may direct the defendant
within a time to be fixed either to furnish security in such sum
as may be specified in the order to produce and place at the
disposal of the court which may be sufficient to satisfy the
decree or to appear and show cause why he should not furnish
security.

39.     Kumara Swamy filed a suit for permanent injunction
against Santhanna restraining him and his men from interfering
with his (Kumara Swamy's) possession and enjoyment of the
plaint schedule AC. 2-00 of land along with the standing paddy
crop thereon. Though in the first instance, an exparte injunction
was granted, subsequently after the appearance of the defendant,
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